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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Darius Keith Rainey appeal s his two convictions for possession of
afirearm by a convicted felon in violation of 18 U.S.C.A. § 922(g)
(West 1997). Rainey'sfirst allegation on appeal isthat thetrial court
erred in retroactively applying Caron v. United States, 524 U.S. 308
(1998). Due process bars the retroactive application of an unforesee-
ablejudicia construction of acriminal statute. See Brown v. Ohio,
432 U.S. 161, 169 n.8 (1977); Bouiev. City of Columbia, 378 U.S.
347, 352-55 (1964). However, when the circuits are split on the
proper interpretation of a statute, a change in the law is reasonably
foreseeable. See United States v. Rodgers, 466 U.S. 475, 484 (1984).
At the time Rainey possessed the rifles at issue, there was a split in
the circuits on the proper construction of § 921(a)(20)'s "unless”
clause asit pertainsto § 922(g). Rainey was thus on notice that the
Supreme Court could review the issue and reach a decision contrary
to this circuit's interpretation, and accordingly, his due process rights
were not violated by the district court's application of Caron.

Rainey's argument that the trial court erred in excluding evidence
showing that his possession of the rifles was legal under North Caro-
lina state law and Rainey accordingly lacked intent to violate federal
law is meritless. The mens rea requirement associated with § 922(g)
does not demand that Rainey know his conduct isin violation of fed-
eral law. See Staplesv. United States, 511 U.S. 600, 622 n.3 (1994)
(Ginsburg, J., concurring in judgment). The Supreme Court's ruling
in Caron renders evidence that Rainey could legally possess therifles
under North Carolinalaw irrelevant. See Caron , 524 U.S. at 314-15.
Likewise, the Caron decision refutes Rainey's argument that the Gov-
ernment had to prove that Rainey's possession of the rifleswasillegal
under North Carolina state law.

Finally, Rainey contends that § 922(g) should be overturned in

light of United Statesv. Lopez, 514 U.S. 549 (1995). This court has
previously rejected a Lopez challenge to§ 922(g). See United States
v. Wells, 98 F.3d 808, 811 (4th Cir. 1996). The statute is constitution-
ally sound, and proof that the firearms crossed state lines at some
point prior to Rainey's possession of the weaponsiis sufficient to
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establish the interstate commerce nexus. See Scarborough v. United
States, 431 U.S. 563, 575 (1977).

We have reviewed the record and find no reversible error. Accord-
ingly, we affirm the district court's order of judgment and conviction.
We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal conten-
tions are adequately presented in the materials before the court and
argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



